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REMARKS 

This amendment is submitted in response to the Office Action dated May 17, 2005. Claim 
10 has been amended above to clarify that the immunoadsorbant material of claim 10 is obtained 
by the process of claim 1 . No prohibited new matter has been introduced. 

The Office Action dated May 17, 2005, sets forth a restriction requirement dividing the 
claims into five separate inventions. In response to this requirement, Applicants elect Group I 
with traverse . The traversal is on the ground that Group III should be examined with Group I. 
The Office Action asserts that the inventions of Groups I and III are distinct if it can be shown 

(1) that the process as claimed can be used to make another and materially different product, or 

(2) that the product as claimed can be made by another and materially different process. 

Applicants have amended claim 10 above to make it clear that the immunoadsorbent 
material of claim 10 is made by the process of claim 1. The Office Action does not assert that 
the immunoadsorbent material of claim 10 can be made by another and materially different 
process. Accordingly, the second part of the test is satisfied. 

The Office Action asserts that two distinct immunoadsorbent materials are described in the 
application (i.e., latex adsorbed with scFV3299-HSA and latex adsorbed with scFV3299 
Hisphilll), and therefore the process of invention I can be utilized to produce materially different 
products. However, latex adsorbed with scFV3299HisphilII is not an immunoadsorbent material 
produced by the process of claim 1 . Rather, this second form of latex was an experimental 
control as described in Example section 2.3 (pp. 20-21). It is not an immunoadsorbent material 
comprising an antibody fragment attached through a covalent bond to a second protein as recited 
in claim 1. 

While the application does disclose latexes comprising different types of antibody 
fragments covalently bonded to a second protein throughout the Examples section, these 
different fusion proteins were prepared to exemplify the broad applicability of the invention 
recited in claim 1. Thus, although the immunoadsorbent materials made by the claimed process 
will individually have different uses due to the specificity of the antibody fragment employed, 
the different examples form a genus of materials that are all produced by the novel method of 
claim 1 . 
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In view of the above amendments and remarks, examination of the claims of Group III 
along with those of Group I is respectfully requested. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

In view of the foregoing amendments and discussion, examination of the subject application 
is respectfully requested. Should the Examiner have any questions relating to this amendment to 
the application in general, the Examiner is invited to contact Applicants' undersigned 
representative. 

If there are any other fees due in connection with the filing of this response, please charge 
the fees to our Deposit Account No. 50-03 10. Except for issue fees payable under 37 CFR 
§1.18, the commissioner is hereby authorized by this paper to charge any additional fees during 
the pendency of this application including fees due under 37 CFR §1.16 and 1.17 which may be 
required, including any required extension of time fees, or credit any overpayment to Deposit 
Account 50-03 10. This paragraph is intended to be a CONSTRUCTIVE PETITION FOR 
EXTENSION OF TIME in accordance with 37 CFR §1.1 36(a)(3). 

Respectfully Submitted, 

MORGAN, LEWIS & BOCKIUS LLP 

Dated: June 17, 2005 By: 

Bonnie Weiss McLeod 
Reg. No. 43,255 

MORGAN, LEWIS & BOCKIUS LLP 

1111 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20004 
202-739-3000 (Phone) 
202-739-3001 (Fax) 
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